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WELFARE REFORM BILL/State Welfare Entitlement

SUBJECT: Family Self-Sufficiency Act of 1995 . . . H.R. 4. Dole motion to strike the Bradley amendment No. 2496 (as
previously agreed to) to the Dole modified perfecting amendment No. 2280 to the committee substitute
amendment.

ACTION: MOTION AGREED TO, 50-44

SYNOPSIS: As reported with a committee substitute amendment, H.R. 4, the Family Self-Sufficiency Act of 1995, will
overhaul 6 of the Nation's 10 largest welfare programs.

The Dole modified perfecting amendment would strike the provisions of the committee substitute amendment and insert ir
thereof substitute provisions, entitled "The Work Opportunity Act of 1995."

The Bradley amendment, as agreed to by voice vote, would require States to state in explicit detail how they planned to re
welfare before they would be eligible for family assistance grants, and they would then be required to provide benefits a
entitlement, without regard to the availability of funds, to anyone who qualified for benefits under their plans. (The i2irteeame
would create family assistance block grants as a replacement for the current Aid to Families with Dependent Children we
program). The amendment's requirements for State plans would include that they would have to specify need and benefit stal
based upon family size and income, that eligibility and ineligibility rules would have to be set forth, and that no oedaligibl
assistance could be put on a waiting list to receive such assistance.

The Dole motion to strikewould eliminate the text of the Bradley amendment, as earlier agreed to.

NOTE: The Dole motion was in order by unanimous consent.

Those favoringthe motion to strike contended:

We apologize to our colleague from New Jersey. When we agreed to accept his amendment yesterday we misunderstood it
further examination, we have found that we have three very serious objections to it. First, the amendment's requirergent for
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definitions on eligibility and on ineligibility would open States up to lawsuits over those definitions. Second, the regthiimen

States provide benefits to anyone deemed eligible is an entitlement requirement. The solution to reforming welfare isenot to ma

it a State entitlement program instead of a Federal entitlement program. Third, and relatedly, this entitlement wouldrmedn unf
mandate--if not enough Federal funds were available, a State would have to use its own funds. This amendment should never have
been adopted. We therefore urge our colleagues to join us in striking it from the bill.

Those opposinghe motion to strike contended:

We were rather surprised when our colleagues agreed to accept this amendment yesterday. At the same time we were pleased,
though, because it does have merit. The Bradley amendment would basically require States to set clear rules for tredormelfare r
programs and to stick by them. It would not create a Federal entitlement nor would it increase Federal spending. Fuither, it wo
not entitle anyone to anything. Individuals would only get benefits to the extent that a State designed a program emfiditigpties
benefits. States could not treat eligible individuals differently, but they would not have to make anyone eligible irpthesfirst
Therefore, we think it is a mistake to describe this amendment as an entitiement or as an unfunded mandate. All the aoudthdment w
demand is that States treat eligible individuals equally. It is a fair demand, so we oppose the motion to strike.



